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Dear Mister Speaker: 
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Introduction 


The Interim Committee on Oversight of Local Taxation (COLT) examined three primary 
ways in which Missourians are taxed, or could be taxed, at a local level - residential property tax, 
internet sales/use tax, and special taxing jurisdictions. Four COLT hearings were held - one in 
Kansas City on August 12, one in St. Louis on August 30, and three in Jefferson City on 
September 9, October 7, and November 20. This report outlines some of the information 
uncovered, testimony heard, and conclusions drawn relating to residential property tax from 
those hearings 


Summary of Public Testimony 


Every two years, county assessors determine a market value for each citizen's home. 
"Market value" is defined as the price a home would bring from someone who wanted, but is not 
forced, to buy a home from someone who wanted, but is not forced, to sell the home. Under 
current law, if a citizen disagrees with their assessed valuation, they may make an informal 
appeal to the assessor to have the valuation changed. An informal appeal is a simple visit with 
the assessor to discuss the assessment. In most counties, most disagreements are worked out 
with an informal appeal. Ifa taxpayer is still not happy or does not want an informal appeal, 
they may make a formal appeal to the Board of Equalization (BOE). In charter counties, voting 
members of the BOE are made up of those appointed by the county executive. In non-charter 
counties, the BOE is the three county commissioners and their citizen appointees. If a taxpayer 
is not happy with the BOE's decision, they may then appeal to the State Tax Commission. It is 
the committee's opinion that in most cases this three-tiered system of appeals works well. 


The committee learned that most citizens get a minimum of three to four weeks to submit 
an appeal to the BOE. However, in first class counties, citizens have a minimum of zero to six 
days to submit an appeal if their assessor delays sending the notice of valuation increase until the 
deadline. 


The committee learned that in all but two geographic areas the burden of proof to prove a 
valuation is incorrect is on the home owner. This requires the home owner to provide an 
appraisal or other documentation to the BOE to prove the assessor's valuation is incorrect, with 
the associated costs being borne by the home owner. But in St. Louis City and St. Charles 
County, a special law (Section 138.060.1, RSMo) requires the burden of proof to be on the 
assessor to prove their assessment is accurate. The committee can see no reason why the citizens 
of St. Louis City and St. Charles County would receive an advantage in law that would not be 
available to other Missourians, especially Missourians in counties of similarly large population. 


The committee also learned that in most low population counties, only one or two BOE 
appeals will be made per year. In medium population counties, that number is about a dozen, 
and in larger population counties a couple hundred BOE appeals will be filed. The committee 
learned that this year more than 20,000 BOE appeals were filed in St. Louis County. According 
to St. Louis County Assessor Jake Zimmerman, who testified in the third hearing, this amount is 
the norm for that county. Assessor Zimmerman testified that a cottage industry of property tax 
appealers has sprung up to represent tax payers in appeals. They advertise to home owners that 
they can get their assessments lowered, and will split the property tax savings with the home 
owner. This industry swamps the assessor's office with appeals each year. However, Assessor 
Zimmerman also testified that his office will usually change their valuations and settle with these 
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appealers. The committee believes this action is incentivizing more appeals, and recommends 
the assessor’s office get their assessments right the first time and not negotiate a settlement 
unless a true error can be shown. 


The committee also learned that this year more than 20,000 BOE appeals were also filed 
in Jackson County. This number is unusually high for Jackson County, and has swamped their 
appeals system. Several thousand of these BOE appeals will remain unresolved before final 
property tax bills will be mailed to taxpayers in December. This means taxpayers will need to 
pay tax bills they believe are too high with a letter of protest, and hope to get a refund or credit if 
they later win their appeal. This also means that if a large number of appeals are won by 
taxpayers, the taxing districts may have set their levies too low based on incorrectly high district 
valuations. 


Jackson County Assessor Gail McCann-Beatty also testified in the third hearing. This 
year was her first year as assessor, and she testified that prior assessors had failed to accurately 
increase valuations for many years. Therefore, with nearly every property notably undervalued, 
significant valuation increases were necessary to bring assessed valuations up to market value. 
The committee cannot confirm if prior assessors were undervaluing properties since valuations 
are an educated speculation, but the committee has no evidence to doubt Assessor McCann- 
Beatty's assertions. 


Assessor McCann-Beatty was asked in committee, and asked by citizens in Jackson 
County, to stair step the valuation increases over multiple re-assessment cycles rather than 
imposing one large increase. She stated that the law does not allow her that discretion. She 
stated that property tax statutes and the Missouri Constitution require that valuations be set at 
market value. The committee agrees with that statement. 


However, evidence provided by Jackson County citizens shows an inordinate number 
(over 28%) of property valuations were increased by exactly 14.9%. This is significant since the 
law says that assessors must conduct a physical inspection of any property if its valuation will 
increase by more than 15%. When asked about the high number of 14.9% valuation jumps, 
Assessor McCann-Beatty called it a coincidence of the process". The committee does not 
believe this statement. Jackson County citizens also demonstrated that valuation increases on 
nearly identically sized residential lots on the same street varied significantly from home to 
home, with some increasing 14.9% while others increased nearly 300%. This has the effect of 
burden-shifting the property tax costs to those home owners that received the higher valuations 
even though the market value of their homes were about the same as their neighbors. 


Another issue that came to light concerning physical inspections is that all counties must 
abide by the physical inspection law, but there is a special law for St. Louis County (Section 
137.115,12-.13, RSMo) that further clarifies it must be an "on-site" physical inspection. Because 
of this special law, Assessor McCann-Beatty felt that "on-site" did not apply to Jackson County, 
and so she felt viewing an aerial photograph of a home on a computer would count as a physical 
inspection. The committee believes that while this practice may comply with the legal letter of 
the law, it does not comply with its spirit, and if a citizen's home is going to receive a significant 
increase in valuation, that citizen deserves an on-site physical inspection if they want one. 


The committee believes that the Jackson County assessor's staff did not have enough time 
to inspect - on-site or computer aided - all properties they believed should be increased by more 
than 15%. The committee believes the assessor increased properties she did inspect by more 
than 15% (some by more than 300%) to what she felt was market value, which followed the law; 
but the assessor artificially increased many properties she did not inspect by exactly 14.9%, 
which did not follow the law. 


The committee also learned that every Missourian is protected against property tax 
increases without a vote, except for the residents of one particular district. As total property 
valuations of a district rise, the maximum levy the district may impose on taxpayers must fall so 
that the total taxes collected adjusted for inflation stays the same. This is true of every district - 
county, fire district, ambulance district, school district, etc. - except for the Kansas City Public 
School district, which is in Jackson County. Therefore, an assessment valuation increase acts as 
a de facto tax increase for residents of the KCPS district. This exception is defined in Article X, 
Section 11(g) of the Missouri Constitution, and was put in place in the 1990s as a result of a U.S. 
Supreme Court ruling on desegregation. This ruling did not affect any other Missouri school 
district in this manner. 


The committee also learned that every county assessor in Missouri is elected, except for 
two - the assessors of St. Louis City and Jackson County. These two assessors are appointed by 
their mayor and county executive. In 2010, Amendment 1, which began in 2009 as Senate Joint 
Resolution 5, was successfully enacted by a vote of the people to mandate that all but these two 
assessors be elected. The original SJR 5 specified that all assessors be elected, but due to 
political influence by lobbyists and local government leaders, St. Louis City and Jackson County 
were exempted out of the bill to improve its likelihood of passage. 


Therefore, the recent reassessment in Jackson County caused thousands of Kansas City’s 
residents to pay millions in additional property taxes that those citizens never got to vote on, by a 
county government official that those citizens never got to elect. The Kansas City Public School 
board had the option to voluntarily lower their levy to ease this increased tax burden on the 


citizens they serve, but they declined and instead chose to extract the maximum amount of tax 
money they were legally allowed from their residents. 


Recommendations 


Given all that the committee has learned, the majority of committee members would like 
to see changes to property tax law to insure that all taxpayers are treated equally and fairly 
regardless of their demographics, including which county they reside in, and to insure that the re- 
assessment effects that have occurred in Jackson County do not occur again there or in any other 
Missouri county. The majority of committee members recommend the following constitutional 
and statutory changes to property tax law: 


1. Every assessor in Missouri should be an elected position. This will require both a 
constitutional and statutory change. 

2. The property tax levy exemption for the Kansas City Public School district should be 
eliminated, with a levy set to achieve 2018-level funding for the district. This will 
require a constitutional change. 

3. All physical inspections should be "on-site" physical inspections in every county. This 
will require a statutory change. 

4. Every resident should have the same three to four week minimum time to appeal their 
assessment to the board of equalization. This will require a statutory change. 

5. The burden of proof of a valuation should be on the assessor in all charter and first class 
counties and St. Louis City. This will require a statutory change. 


Other Discussion 


Other possible changes discussed by the committee were: 


a) 


b) 
¢) 


d) 
¢) 


Valuation increases of individual homes should be capped at either a small fixed 
percentage or a varying percentage based on inflation. The exception would be a major 
remodeling or new construction, which could produce an above-cap valuation increase, 
but would require an on-site physical inspection. This will require a constitutional and 
statutory change. 

Changing the reassessment cycle from 2-year to 4-year. This will require a statutory 
change. 

Changing a home's valuation basis from "market value" to the price of the home the last 
time it was sold. This will require a constitutional and statutory change. 
Re-authorizing the homestead exemption act. 

Increasing the amount of the current “circuit breaker” property tax credit. 


Appendix A: Hearings 


I. August 12, 2019 Hearing 
A. Location: Kansas City, Missouri, Metropolitan Community College-Business and 
Technology Campus 
B. Member Attendance 
1. J. Eggleston 
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. Mike McGirl 

. Steve Butz 

. Jeff Coleman 

. Bill Falkner 

. Craig Fishel 

. Peter Merideth 

. Robert Sauls 

. Chrissy Sommer 


10. Jered Taylor 
11. Barbara Washington 


C. Witnesses 
Is 
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Antonia (Toni) Viens 


. Bruce Davis, State Tax Commission 

. Charles O. Lona 

. Curtis Koons 

. Deb Ellis 

. Jerry Roseburrough 

. John Mayfield, City of Independence 

. Joseph C. Jackson 

. Linda Quinley, Kansas City Public Schools 
. Lisa Walker Yeager, National Historic Soul Jazz Blues Walker Foundation 
. Marlene Jeffers 

. Merry Quackenbush 

. Preston Smith 

. Stacey Johnson-Cosby 

. Theresa Perry 

. Terrence F. Nash 

. Tom Schauwecker 

. Victor Callahan, State Tax Commission 

. William Kraus, State Tax Commission 


Il. August 30, 2019 Hearing 
A. Location: Kirkwood, Missouri, St. Louis Community College-Meramec Campus 
B. Member Attendance 
1.J. Eggleston 
2. Mike McGirl 
. Steve Butz 
. Bill Falkner 
. Craig Fishel 
. Peter Merideth 
. Jim Muphy 
. Robert Sauls 
. Chrissy Sommer 
10. Jered Taylor 
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C. Witnesses: 
1. Arnie C. AC Dienoff 
2. Bill Kuhlman 
3. Bruce Davis, State Tax Commission 
4. Celeste Witzell 
5. Charles W. Ochs, Ochs Enterprises/Ochs Home Furnishings 
6. Charlton Brooks, Ferguson-Florissant School District 
7. Christine E. Hessel 
8. Christine Page, Missouri American Water 
9. John G. Stuppy, Stuppy Auto Sales Inc. 
10. John Judd 
11. Kurt Witzel 
12. Lynn Lebaube 
13. Michael Carmody 
14, Milton Rudi 
15. Richard Sheets, Missouri Municipal League 
16. Savannah Gilmore, National Council of State Legislatures 
17. Tom Sullivan 
18. Vicky Huesemann, St. Charles County Government 
19. Victor Callahan, State Tax Commission 
20. William Kraus, State Tax Commission 
21. Zachary Wyatt-Gomez, Missouri Department of Revenue 


Tl. September 9, 2019 Hearing 

A. Location: Jefferson City, Missouri, State Capitol-House Hearing Room 7 

B. Member Attendance 

1. J. Eggleston 

. Mike McGirl 
. Steve Butz 
. Jeff Coleman 
. Bill Falkner 
Craig Fishel 
. Peter Merideth 
. Jim Muphy 
. Robert Sauls 

10. Chrissy Sommer 

11. Jered Taylor 

12. Barbara Washington 
C. Witnesses 

1. Bruce Davis, State Tax Commission 
2. Nancy Thompson, City of Columbia 

. Phillip Arnzen, Missouri Department of Economic Development 
. Richard Sheets, Missouri Municipal League 
. Scott Kimble, School Administrators Coalition 
. Victor Callahan, State Tax Commission 
. William Kraus, State Tax Commission 
. Zachary Wyatt-Gomez, Missouri Department of Revenue 
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IV. October 7, 2019, Hearing 
A. Location: Jefferson City, Missouri, State Capitol-House Hearing Room 3 
B. Member Attendance 
1.J. Eggleston 
2. Mike McGirl 
. Steve Butz 
. Jeff Coleman 
. Bill Falkner 
. Craig Fishel 
. Peter Merideth 
. Jim Muphy 
. Robert Sauls 
10. Chrissy Sommer 
11. Jered Taylor 
C. Witnesses 
1. Brandon C. Mason 
2. Bruce Davis, State Tax Commission 
3. Charles Andy Arnold, Missouri State Assessor’s Association 
4. Charles O. Lona 
5. Gail McCann Beatty, Jackson County Assessment 
6. Jake Zimmerman, St. Louis County Assessor’s Office 
7 
8 
9 
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. Jerry Roseburrough 
. Michael Duffy 
. Paul G. Rojas 
10. Pedro Zamora 
11. Salvador Lopez 
12. Scott Shipman, St. Charles County Assessor 
13. Victor Callahan, State Tax Commission 
14. William Kraus, State Tax Commission 


V. 


November 20, 2019 Hearing 
A. Location: Jefferson City, Missouri, State Capitol-House Hearing Room 1 
B. Member Attendance 


1, 
2: 
. Steve Butz 

. Jeff Coleman 
. Bill Falkner 

. Craig Fishel 
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J. Eggleston 
Mike McGirl 


Jim Muphy 
Robert Sauls 
Chrissy Sommer 


10. Jered Taylor 
11. Barbara Washington 
C. Witnesses 


1. Wendy Nordwald, Warren County Assessor, Missouri State Assessor’s 
Association 
2. William Kraus, State Tax Commission 
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**NOTE** All information contained in this report was obtained from the Jeckson County, Missouri website on 6/29/19 ond can be verified as such. 


208s 


pooysoqysien AyD sesuvy w01y LEG JUSUISSessy SUIMOYS JNOpuL_ :g xIpueddy 





vl 


2019 
Jackson County Tax Assessment 




















06/30/19 
property — | Year Bidg| tend |Lond| tand | Land | Land | Lond % | Building | Building pulling Bldg % | Tota! | Total | Total | MV% |Assessed | Assessed 
—— a a ao lacres| _mv_| mv _| mv _|tncr/Decr| Mv | MV Incr/ecr| _MV mv mv = Value | Value 
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**NOTE** All information contained in this report was obtained from the Jackson County, Missouri website on 6/29/19 and can be verified as such. 
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*"NOTE*® All Information contained In this report was obtained from the Jackson County, Missourl website on 6/29/29 ond con be verified as such. 
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Appendix C: Article VI, Section 18(b) of Missouri’s Constitution 


Section 18(b). The charter shall provide for its amendment, for the form of the 
county government, the number, kinds, manner of selection, terms of office and salaries of the 
county officers, and for the exercise of all powers and duties of counties and county officers 
prescribed by the constitution and laws of the state; however, such charter shall, except for the 
charter of any county with a charter form of government and with more than six hundred 
thousand but fewer than seven hundred thousand inhabitants, require the assessor of the county 
to be an elected officer. 
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Appendix D: Article VI, Section 31 of Missouri’s Constitution 


Section 31. The city of St. Louis, as now existing, is recognized both as a city 
and as a county unless otherwise changed in accordance with the provisions of this constitution. 
As a city it shall continue for city purposes with its present charter, subject to changes and 
amendments provided by the constitution or by law, and with the powers, organization, rights 
and privileges permitted by this constitution or by law. As a county, it shall not be required to 
adopt a county charter but may, except for the office of circuit attorney, amend or revise its 
present charter to provide for the number, kinds, manner of selection, terms of office and salaries 
of its county officers, and for the exercise of all powers and duties of counties and county 
officers prescribed by the constitution and laws of the state. 
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Appendix E: Article X, Section 11(g) of Missouri’s Constitution 


Section 11(g). The school board of any school district whose operating levy for 
school purposes for the 1995 tax year was established pursuant to a federal court order may 
establish the operating levy for school purposes for the district at a rate that is lower than the 
court-ordered rate for the 1995 tax year. The rate so established may be changed from year to 
year by the school board of the district. Approval by a majority of the voters of the district 
voting thereon shall be required for any operating levy for school purposes equal to or greater 
than the rate established by court order for the 1995 tax year. The authority granted in this 
section shall apply to any successor school district or successor school districts of such school 
district. 
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Appendix F: Section 137.115, RSMo 


137.115. 1. All other laws to the contrary notwithstanding, the assessor or the 
assessor's deputies in all counties of this state including the City of St. Louis shall annually make 
a list of all real and tangible personal property taxable in the assessor's city, county, town or 
district. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 3 of this section and section 137.078, the 
assessor shall annually assess all personal property at thirty-three and one-third percent of its true 
value in money as of January first of each calendar year. The assessor shall annually assess all 
real property, including any new construction and improvements to real property, and possessory 
interests in real property at the percent of its true value in money set in subsection 5 of this 
section. The true value in money of any possessory interest in real property in subclass (3), 
where such real property is on or lies within the ultimate airport boundary as shown by a federal 
airport layout plan, as defined by 14 CFR 151.5, of a commercial airport having a FAR Part 139 
certification and owned by a political subdivision, shall be the otherwise applicable true value in 
money of any such possessory interest in real property, less the total dollar amount of costs paid 
by a party, other than the political subdivision, towards any new construction or improvements 
on such real property completed after January 1, 2008, and which are included in the above- 
mentioned possessory interest, regardless of the year in which such costs were incurred or 
whether such costs were considered in any prior year. The assessor shall annually assess all real 
property in the following manner: new assessed values shall be determined as of January first of 
each odd-numbered year and shall be entered in the assessor's books; those same assessed values 
shall apply in the following even-numbered year, except for new construction and property 
improvements which shall be valued as though they had been completed as of January first of the 
preceding odd-numbered year. The assessor may call at the office, place of doing business, or 
residence of each person required by this chapter to list property, and require the person to make 
a correct statement of all taxable tangible personal property owned by the person or under his or 
her care, charge or management, taxable in the county. On or before January first of each even- 
numbered year, the assessor shall prepare and submit a two-year assessment maintenance plan to 
the county governing body and the state tax commission for their respective approval or 
modification. The county governing body shall approve and forward such plan or its alternative 
to the plan to the state tax commission by February first. If the county governing body fails to 
forward the plan or its alternative to the plan to the state tax commission by February first, the 
assessor's plan shall be considered approved by the county governing body. If the state tax 
commission fails to approve a plan and if the state tax commission and the assessor and the 
governing body of the county involved are unable to resolve the differences, in order to receive 
state cost-share funds outlined in section 137.750, the county or the assessor shall petition the 
administrative hearing commission, by May first, to decide all matters in dispute regarding the 
assessment maintenance plan. Upon agreement of the parties, the matter may be stayed while 
the parties proceed with mediation or arbitration upon terms agreed to by the parties. The final 
decision of the administrative hearing commission shall be subject to judicial review in the 
circuit court of the county involved. In the event a valuation of subclass (1) real property within 
any county with a charter form of government, or within a city not within a county, is made by a 
computer, computer-assisted method or a computer program, the burden of proof, supported by 
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clear, convincing and cogent evidence to sustain such valuation, shall be on the assessor at any 
hearing or appeal. In any such county, unless the assessor proves otherwise, there shall be a 
presumption that the assessment was made by a computer, computer-assisted method or a 
computer program. Such evidence shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following: 

(1) The findings of the assessor based on an appraisal of the property by 
generally accepted appraisal techniques; and 

(2) The purchase prices from sales of at least three comparable properties and the 
address or location thereof. As used in this subdivision, the word "comparable" means that: 

(a) Such sale was closed at a date relevant to the property valuation; and 

(b) Such properties are not more than one mile from the site of the disputed 
property, except where no similar properties exist within one mile of the disputed property, the 
nearest comparable property shall be used. Such property shall be within five hundred square 
feet in size of the disputed property, and resemble the disputed property in age, floor plan, 
number of rooms, and other relevant characteristics. 

2. Assessors in each county of this state and the City of St. Louis may send 
personal property assessment forms through the mail. 

3. The following items of personal property shall each constitute separate 
subclasses of tangible personal property and shall be assessed and valued for the purposes of 
taxation at the following percentages of their true value in money: 

(1) Grain and other agricultural crops in an unmanufactured condition, one-half 
of one percent; 

(2) Livestock, twelve percent; 

(3) Farm machinery, twelve percent; 

(4) Motor vehicles which are eligible for registration as and are registered as 
historic motor vehicles pursuant to section 301.131 and aircraft which are at least twenty-five 
years old and which are used solely for noncommercial purposes and are operated less than fifty 
hours per year or aircraft that are home built from a kit, five percent; 

(5) Poultry, twelve percent; and 

(6) Tools and equipment used for pollution control and tools and equipment used 
in retooling for the purpose of introducing new product lines or used for making improvements 
to existing products by any company which is located in a state enterprise zone and which is 
identified by any standard industrial classification number cited in subdivision (5) of section 
135.200, twenty-five percent. 

4. The person listing the property shall enter a true and correct statement of the 
property, in a printed blank prepared for that purpose. The statement, after being filled out, shall 
be signed and either affirmed or sworn to as provided in section 137.155. The list shall then be 
delivered to the assessor. 

5. (1) All subclasses of real property, as such subclasses are established in 
Section 4(b) of Article X of the Missouri Constitution and defined in section 137.016, shall be 
assessed at the following percentages of true value: 

(a) For real property in subclass (1), nineteen percent; 

(b) For real property in subclass (2), twelve percent; and 

(c) For real property in subclass (3), thirty-two percent. 
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(2) A taxpayer may apply to the county assessor, or, if not located within a 
county, then the assessor of such city, for the reclassification of such taxpayer's real property if 
the use or purpose of such real property is changed after such property is assessed under the 
provisions of this chapter. If the assessor determines that such property shall be reclassified, he 
or she shall determine the assessment under this subsection based on the percentage of the tax 
year that such property was classified in each subclassification. 

6. Manufactured homes, as defined in section 700.010, which are actually used as 
dwelling units shall be assessed at the same percentage of true value as residential real property 
for the purpose of taxation. The percentage of assessment of true value for such manufactured 
homes shall be the same as for residential real property. If the county collector cannot identify or 
find the manufactured home when attempting to attach the manufactured home for payment of 
taxes owed by the manufactured home owner, the county collector may request the county 
commission to have the manufactured home removed from the tax books, and such request shall 
be granted within thirty days after the request is made; however, the removal from the tax books 
does not remove the tax lien on the manufactured home if it is later identified or found. For 
purposes of this section, a manufactured home located in a manufactured home rental park, rental 
community or on real estate not owned by the manufactured home owner shall be considered 
personal property. For purposes of this section, a manufactured home located on real estate 
owned by the manufactured home owner may be considered real property. 

7. Each manufactured home assessed shall be considered a parcel for the purpose 
of reimbursement pursuant to section 137.750, unless the manufactured home is real estate as 
defined in subsection 7 of section 442.015 and assessed as a realty improvement to the existing 
real estate parcel. 

8. Any amount of tax due and owing based on the assessment of a manufactured 
home shall be included on the personal property tax statement of the manufactured home owner 
unless the manufactured home is real estate as defined in subsection 7 of section 442.015, in 
which case the amount of tax due and owing on the assessment of the manufactured home as a 
realty improvement to the existing real estate parcel shall be included on the real property tax 
statement of the real estate owner. 

9. The assessor of each county and each city not within a county shall use the 
trade-in value published in the October issue of the National Automobile Dealers’ Association 
Official Used Car Guide, or its successor publication, as the recommended guide of information 
for determining the true value of motor vehicles described in such publication. The assessor 
shall not use a value that is greater than the average trade-in value in determining the true value 
of the motor vehicle without performing a physical inspection of the motor vehicle. For vehicles 
two years old or newer from a vehicle's model year, the assessor may use a value other than 
average without performing a physical inspection of the motor vehicle. In the absence ofa 
listing for a particular motor vehicle in such publication, the assessor shall use such information 
or publications which in the assessor's judgment will fairly estimate the true value in money of 
the motor vehicle. 

10. Before the assessor may increase the assessed valuation of any parcel of 
subclass (1) real property by more than fifteen percent since the last assessment, excluding 
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increases due to new construction or improvements, the assessor shall conduct a physical 
inspection of such property. 

11. Ifa physical inspection is required, pursuant to subsection 10 of this section, 
the assessor shall notify the property owner of that fact in writing and shall provide the owner 
clear written notice of the owner's rights relating to the physical inspection. Ifa physical 
inspection is required, the property owner may request that an interior inspection be performed. 
during the physical inspection. The owner shall have no less than thirty days to notify the 
assessor of a request for an interior physical inspection. 

12. A physical inspection, as required by subsection 10 of this section, shall 
include, but not be limited to, an on-site personal observation and review of all exterior portions 
of the land and any buildings and improvements to which the inspector has or may reasonably 
and lawfully gain external access, and shall include an observation and review of the interior of 
any buildings or improvements on the property upon the timely request of the owner pursuant to 
subsection 11 of this section. Mere observation of the property via a drive-by inspection or the 
like shall not be considered sufficient to constitute a physical inspection as required by this 
section. 

13. The provisions of subsections 11 and 12 of this section shall only apply in 
any county with a charter form of government with more than one million inhabitants. 

14. A county or city collector may accept credit cards as proper form of payment 
of outstanding property tax or license due. No county or city collector may charge surcharge for 
payment by credit card which exceeds the fee or surcharge charged by the credit card bank, 
processor, or issuer for its service. A county or city collector may accept payment by electronic 
transfers of funds in payment of any tax or license and charge the person making such payment a 
fee equal to the fee charged the county by the bank, processor, or issuer of such electronic 
payment. 

15. Any county or city not within a county in this state may, by an affirmative 
vote of the governing body of such county, opt out of the provisions of this section and sections 
137.073, 138.060, and 138.100 as enacted by house bill no. 1150 of the ninety-first general 
assembly, second regular session and section 137.073 as modified by house committee substitute 
for senate substitute for senate committee substitute for senate bill no. 960, ninety-second 
general assembly, second regular session, for the next year of the general reassessment, prior to 
January first of any year. No county or city not within a county shall exercise this opt-out 
provision after implementing the provisions of this section and sections 137.073, 138.060, and 
138.100 as enacted by house bill no. 1150 of the ninety-first general assembly, second regular 
session and section 137.073 as modified by house committee substitute for senate substitute for 
senate committee substitute for senate bill no. 960, ninety-second general assembly, second 
regular session, in a year of general reassessment. For the purposes of applying the provisions of 
this subsection, a political subdivision contained within two or more counties where at least one 
of such counties has opted out and at least one of such counties has not opted out shall calculate 
a single tax rate as in effect prior to the enactment of house bill no. 1150 of the ninety-first 
general assembly, second regular session. A governing body of a city not within a county or a 
county that has opted out under the provisions of this subsection may choose to implement the 
provisions of this section and sections 137.073, 138.060, and 138.100 as enacted by house bill 
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no. 1150 of the ninety-first general assembly, second regular session, and section 137.073 as 
modified by house committee substitute for senate substitute for senate committee substitute for 
senate bill no. 960, ninety-second general assembly, second regular session, for the next year of 
general reassessment, by an affirmative vote of the governing body prior to December thirty-first 
of any year. 

16. The governing body of any city of the third classification with more than 
twenty-six thousand three hundred but fewer than twenty-six thousand seven hundred inhabitants 
located in any county that has exercised its authority to opt out under subsection 15 of this 
section may levy separate and differing tax rates for real and personal property only if such city 
bills and collects its own property taxes or satisfies the entire cost of the billing and collection of 
such separate and differing tax rates. Such separate and differing rates shall not exceed such 
city's tax rate ceiling. 

17. Any portion of real property that is available as reserve for strip, surface, or 
coal mining for minerals for purposes of excavation for future use or sale to others that has not 
been bonded and permitted under chapter 444 shall be assessed based upon how the real property 
is currently being used. Any information provided to a county assessor, state tax commission, 
state agency, or political subdivision responsible for the administration of tax policies shall, in 
the performance of its duties, make available all books, records, and information requested, 
except such books, records, and information as are by law declared confidential in nature, 
including individually identifiable information regarding a specific taxpayer or taxpayer's mine 
property. For purposes of this subsection, "mine property" shall mean all real property that is in 
use or readily available as a reserve for strip, surface, or coal mining for minerals for purposes of 
excavation for current or future use or sale to others that has been bonded and permitted under 
chapter 444. 
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Appendix G: Section 138.060, RSMo 


138.060. 1. The county board of equalization shail, in a summary way, 
determine all appeals from the valuation of property made by the assessor, and shall correct and 
adjust the assessment accordingly. There shall be no presumption that the assessor's valuation is 
correct. In any county with a charter form of government with a population greater than two 
hundred eighty thousand inhabitants but less than two hundred eighty-five thousand inhabitants, 
and in any county with a charter form of government with greater than one million inhabitants, 
and in any city not within a county, the assessor shall have the burden to prove that the assessor's 
valuation does not exceed the true market value of the subject property. In such county or city, 
in the event a physical inspection of the subject property is required by subsection 10 of section 
137.115, the assessor shall have the burden to establish the manner in which the physical 
inspection was performed and shall have the burden to prove that the physical inspection was 
performed in accordance with section 137.115. In such county or city, in the event the assessor 
fails to provide sufficient evidence to establish that the physical inspection was performed in 
accordance with section 137.115, the property owner shall prevail on the appeal as a matter of 
law. At any hearing before the state tax commission or a court of competent jurisdiction of an 
appeal of assessment from a first class charter county or a city not within a county, the assessor 
shall not advocate nor present evidence advocating a valuation higher than that value finally 
determined by the assessor or the value determined by the board of equalization, whichever is 
higher, for that assessment period. 

2. The county clerk shall keep an accurate record of the proceedings and orders 
of the board, and the assessor shall correct all erroneous assessments, and the clerk shall adjust 
the tax book according to the orders of such board and the orders of the state tax commission, 
except that in adding or deducting such percent to each tract or parcel of real estate as required 
by such board or state tax commission, he shall add or deduct in each case any fractional sum of 
less than fifty cents, so that the value of any separate tract shall contain no fractions of a dollar. 
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